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A policy argument for Federal Government subsidies for the production of 
Australian gay pornographic videos 
Alan McKee 
 
Section One: A policy argument for Federal Government subsidies for the 
production of Australian gay pornographic videos 
  
The need for Australian gay pornographic videos 
1.1 It is by now commonly accepted that it is important for communities to see audio-
visual representations of themselves. The Australian Federal Government has 
demonstrated its commitment to this idea in its support for Australian content 
requirement on Australian television (see Cunningham, 1992: 56-60). Arguments 
supporting this position are familiar from the writing of industry practitioners and 
researchers. The provision of audio-visual representations to a community (in this 
case, a national community): ‘help[s] Australian artists to show us who we are … 
reflecting to others and ourselves what it is to be Australian' (Seares, 2001: 13). 
Such representations: ‘play a crucial role in shaping our cultural identity …' (Safe, 
2001: 2). In such representations, a community can: ‘see refracted back to them 
their own images, their own stories, their own recognisable concerns' 
(Cunningham, 1992: 53) 
1.2 It is commonly accepted by researchers into gay and lesbian communities that 
representations of homosexual characters are similarly important to these 
constituents. Many testimonies of gay men attest to the importance of seeing 
images of homosexuality for the first time. For example, John D'Emilio's history 
of American gay identity includes many examples of gay men encountering such 
representations for the first time, and asserting the importance of this for their own 
self-development (D'Emilio, 1998: 21). My own research with gay men has 
supported this finding, with interviewees providing similar comments.  
I used to watch Melrose Place .. because it had a gay man in it, I suppose 
anything that had some sort of gay content in it, because when you’re first 
coming out, you want to know as much ... because you’re stuck in this 
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awkward position [in the heterosexual world], you want to just get an identity 
with something  
I wasn’t out first time I saw Philadelphia ... part of it was pretty cool … I was 
always a big Melrose fan, just because of Matt [the program's gay character] 
… It was always good watching it ... he was always portrayed as a good guy, 
so I thought, well, gay boys must be nice, very positive. A film, on video, 
called Maurice ... really opened my eyes quite a bit, and made me realise 
about myself ... made me realise that it’s not totally wrong, who you are or 
whatever ... it made me realise that I was a little bit more eccentric than most 
people at my school (McKee, 2000: 88-89) 
1.3 Although some conservative thinkers worry that such images will 'make' young 
people gay (see McKee, 2000: 84), it is universally agreed by all researchers that 
such images cannot ‘make’ someone homosexual (see, for example, Hamer and 
Copeland, 1994; McKnight, 1997). However, it is also accepted that they can offer 
ways for young gay men to make sense of desires and impulses which they 
already possess. It must be emphasised that despite the concerns of moralistic 
commentators, no researcher has ever found any evidence of any kind suggesting 
that repressing images of homosexuality in the public sphere will lead to young 
people remaining heterosexual. Rather, extensive evidence suggests that a lack of 
suitable images leads to repression, low self-esteem and lack of mental health for 
gay men (Herdt, 1989; Brown, 1996) 
1.4 This is particularly important in a context where the rate of suicidal ideation for 
young gay men is significantly higher than that for heterosexual youth. Some 
estimates suggest that the rate is up to five times higher for young gay men and 
lesbians (Herdt, 1989: 31). Among the reasons discovered by researchers for this 
higher level of suicidal ideation is the low self-esteem of many young lesbians and 
gay men, which is partly caused by a lack of suitable representations available in 
the culture which surround them. As Herdt argues:  
[b]etween 20 and 35% of gay youth have made suicide attempts, the best 
available statistics show … Youthful gays often internalise negative 
stereotypes and images of themselves. And when you have been told that you 
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are "sick, bad, wrong for being who you are", you begin to believe it (Herdit, 
1989: 31) 
1.5 The mass media, aiming at reaching the largest possible audience, are not well 
suited to serve the needs of gay men and lesbians (Gross, 1991) 
1.6 It is necessary to find ways to provide suitable images of gay men and lesbians, in 
which they can: ‘see refracted back to them their own images, their own stories, 
their own recognisable concerns' (Cunningham, 1992: 53). Social researcher 
Steven Seidman notes that many gay men: 
[g]re[w] up in families and communities that scandalized us, living much of 
our lives in shame, secrecy, loneliness and public anonymity … [but this] 
generation has created a public collective life; we built affirmative identities 
and communities - safe, nurturing environments that provided us with positive 
personal and public identities  … this public gay culture … provided safe, 
affirmative psychic and social spaces in a terribly heterosexist and 
homophobic society (Seidman, 1997: 196) 
1.7 The social identity offered to gay men is one not of their choosing – it is created 
by wider society. It is an identity based on sexual preference and sexual acts 
(Foucault, 1981). 
1.8 Historians have noted the vital part that pornographic texts have played in the 
formation of gay community, and the nurturing of both a personal sense of 
identity, and important interpersonal contacts for gay men. Historian Thomas 
Waugh provides much factual evidence to prove that for gay men in America in 
the twentieth century, pornographic materials have played in important role in 
allowing gay men to contact each other, and develop a sense of identity (Waugh, 
1996; Dyer, 1990). 
1.9 Pornography is never only about sex. It also presents images of the society in 
which it is produced, the identities which are available in that society, and the 
forms of behaviour which it deems acceptable. Pornographic texts have been 
successfully used as ways of reaching gay men with information about safe sex 
practices, for example (Cindy Patton, for example, provides convincing evidence 
that this is the case - 1991). Other explicitly pornographic videos also deal with 
questions of behaviour and social organisation in the gay male community, such 
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as the desirability of monogamy (Romeo and Julian) and the possibility of 
marriage for gay men (Happy Ever After). The success of the British Gay Men’s 
Guide to Safer Sex demonstrates beyond question the usefulness of pornographic 
material as a way to reach the gay male community for important physical and 
mental health issues in a way that could not be achieved through other forms of 
audio-visual media. 
1.10 Members of the audio-visual industry in Australia, and the wider community, are 
concerned about the fact that a large percentage of the culture consumed by 
Australians is imported to the country from America (Seares, 2001). 
1.11 It is therefore desirable, in order to support Australian gay men’s mental health 
and sense of identity, that they can: ‘see refracted back to them their own images, 
their own stories, their own recognisable concerns' (Cunningham, 1992: 53) in the 
form of Australian produced gay pornographic material, including videos. 
 
The need for intervention in the production of gay pornographic videos in 
Australia 
2.1 The market for gay pornographic video tapes in Australia is estimated to be 
around 500,000 units per year, with a gross turnover of about $15 million 
(Willmott, 2001). Of this, about 80% is illegal black market distribution (the high 
figure being due to the Government's NVE classification). The legal market is 
distributed almost equally between two suppliers: Champions Video and Blue 
Diamond video.  
2.2 There are very few pornographic production houses in Australia, and none 
devoted to the production of gay pornographic material. 
2.3 This market is currently served almost exclusively by imported content. The 
number of gay Australian pornographic videos produced is statistically 
insignificant. If we discount ‘travelogue tapes’ which are produced in Australia by 
American producers to service an international market, it is possible to identify 
less than ten gay pornographic video tapes ever produced in Australia (see 
McKee, 2000) 
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2.4 A demonstrated market therefore exists for gay pornographic video material. This 
could be used to reach gay Australian men with material in which they can: ‘see 
refracted back to them their own images, their own stories, their own recognisable 
concerns' (Cunningham, 1992: 53). Given the current form of the market, though, 
market intervention is necessary to support the production of this material, and the 
consolidation of that market as consumers of Australian-made production. 
2.5 Because of the lack of current production, it is not possible to give a standard 
budget for the production of a pornographic video in Australia. However, it is 
possible to provide an informed estimate. As these tapes are produced on video 
rather than film, and because they do not need to invest heavily in preproduction 
or special effects, a good quality pornographic video tape can be produced and 
copied for $20,000 (a more detailed breakdown of this estimate can be supplied). 
For this project - including as it does the aim of creating and consolidating a 
market for Australian-made gay pornographic videos - it is important that 
advertising and marketing is funded properly. Given the advertising costs of the 
gay and lesbian press in which these tapes would be most strongly promoted, a 
promotional budget of $10,000 for each tape would allow for a strong community 
presence (again, detailed budget breakdowns can be supplied for this element of 
the project). 
2.6 Many talented and creative workers among the gay community and its supporters, 
would be suitable to contribute to such a project, and have demonstrated their 
interest in pornographic texts as an important part of its audiovisual culture. 
Writers such as Christos Tsiolkas and Catharine Lumby would be suitable writers 
for such tapes, for example. 
2.7 It is recommended that at least five Australian gay pornographic videotapes be 
produced each year, in order to provide a range from which Australians can 
choose.  
2.8 These should, as with Australian content on television, be judged in terms of their 
subject matter; themes; language and character.  
2.9 Australia’s gay community is quite distinct from that of America, and there is no 
shortage of Australian themes which could readily be included in gay 
pornographic videos. 
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2.10 These include: the Mardi Gras; Australian Rules football; the outback and its 
associated characters (the bushranger, the jackaroo); other Australian sports and 
sporting legends (for example, a pornographic biography of gay sporting hero Ian 
Roberts); and other Australian gay celebrities (for example, a video about the life 
of Peter Allen, or of Don Dunstan).  
2.11 The content matter of the videos each year should aim to include as many 
diverse representations of gay Australian men as possible: including Australians 
of diverse racial and ethnic backgrounds; of varying ages; and of various body 
types. These will provide a public space in which Australian gay men will easily 
and comfortably be able to access the vitally important images of themselves and 
their community which general community opinion agrees is vital for the 
wellbeing of Australian communities and identities. 
2.12 The cost of producing, adequately advertising and distributing five such videos 
each year would be $150,000. 
 
The need for the Australian Federal Government to support such a project 
3.1 The Australian Federal Government is committed to a vision of a multicultural 
Australia, and to celebrating, as Philip Ruddock puts it: ' Australia's success as a 
culturally diverse nation' (Ingram, 2001) 
3.2 Australian gay culture is demonstrably a separate culture within Australia (see, for 
example, Wotherspoon, 1991). Multiculturalism is usually understood to refer to the 
support for ethnic cultures (Foster and Stockley, 1988), and many researchers have 
argued that homosexuality functions as an ethnicity and should be discussed in such a 
way (see, for example, Hoffman, 1968).  
3.3 The Federal Government has historically supported the provision of culturally-
specific materials to these Australians in order to support the development of their 
communities and identities. This position is evident, for example, in relation to 
Government support for ethnic community radio (Foster and Stockley, 1988: 165) and 
the national Special Broadcasting Service (O'Regan, 1993: 121-168) 
3.4 Homosexuality is not illegal in any state or territory in Australia.  
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3.5 The purchase of pornographic gay material is not illegal in any State or Territory 
in Australia (it cannot be sold in any State, but it may legally be bought, owned and 
viewed in private in all States and Territories) 
3.6 The production of pornographic material is not illegal in the ACT  
3.7 It is generally recognised that the Federal Government has no remit to legislate for 
morality. The separation of Church and State is accepted and recognised by 
Australia’s Federal Government 
3.8 It is generally accepted the Governments in democratic states accept a 'positive 
responsibility for the general well-being of the population' (Southall, 2001: 7)  
3.9 Cultural policy must ultimately be managed from the national level. As Stuart 
Cunningham suggests: 'Without a national cultural infrastructure … the sources for 
enlivening community, local, regional or ethnic cultural activity would be 
impoverished’ (Cunningham, 1992: 43) 
3.10 The Federal Government, in its support of Australian content legislation, accepts 
the importance of the availability of materials which show members of the Australian 
community: ‘their own images, their own stories, their own recognisable concerns' 
(Cunningham, 1992: 53), and does so while supporting a multicultural vision of 
Australia, there is no logical reason that the Federal Government should not support 
the supply of such images to those Australians living in the Gay Australian 
community 
3.11 Given this, it is reasonable that the Government should support market 
intervention in the production of such images if it is reasonable to suppose that a 
sustainable market could be developed.  
3.12 The Department of Communications, Information Technology and the Arts and 
the Department of Immigration and Multicultural Affairs should immediately 
enter into negotiations with Eros, the representative body of the Australian Adult 
Industry, to discuss ways in the production of gay Australian pornographic 
material might be supported. 
3.13 It is proposed that the most suitable form of Government support for such 
productions would be in the form of market intervention to support the 
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development of gay pornographic production in one of Australia’s already 
existing pornographic production houses.  
3.14 It is important that Government intervention does not lead to dependency. With 
this in mind, it is necessary to find a way in which the Government can intervene 
so as to help create a workable industry in Australia which can then supply these 
necessary images to the Australian community. 
3.15 With this in mind, this paper presents the following proposal: 
i) In consultation with Eros, the Federal Government should supply the full cost 
of the production, advertising and distribution of five videos in the first year of 
an arrangement with an Australian pornographic production house.  
ii) In the second year, the Federal Government should fund the cost of production 
of four; three in the third year; and so on.  
iii) This agreement should be entered into on the understanding that the 
production house commits to producing five such videos a year for a ten year 
period.  
iv) It is not unreasonable to expect that with strong production values, and with a 
suitable advertising and marketing budget to support the establishment of a 
recognised and respected brand name, that the production house will be able to 
continue production of these videos in the coming years. It will thus become a 
valuable part of Australia's creative industries. 
 
 
Section Two: the problems with a policy argument for Federal Government 
subsidies for the production of Australian gay pornographic videos 
 
The 1990s saw an important turn to Cultural Policy Studies in Australia. Some of the 
most senior figures in Australian Cultural Studies – writers of the calibre of (now 
Professor) Stuart Cunningham and Professor Tony Bennett argued that it was vitally 
important for Cultural Studies to think beyond its traditionally revolutionary, Marxist-
inherited, understanding of cultural politics: for it to become more reformist in its 
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thinking. Such a turn, they argued, was not simply a useful or strategic move: it was 
both intellectually coherent, and morally necessary for Cultural Studies to rethink its 
politics in such a way. As Cunningham puts it: 
The missing link [in 'cultural studies' understanding of its political vocation'] is 
a social democratic view of citizenship and the training necessary to activate 
and motivate it. A renewed concept of citizenship should become increasingly 
central to cultural studies as it moves into the 1990s (Cunningham, 1992: 10)  
Cultural Studies should, we are told, give up a theoretical paradigm which sets it 
always in a critical and contradictory role with the State. Instead, practitioners should 
attempt to work with governments in order to make positive and practical suggestions 
for change – to address the ongoing politics of cultural state management, rather than 
aiming for the post-revolutionary utopia that will come with the Revolution (Bennett, 
1998). 
The ‘moment’ of Cultural Policy Studies in Australia – the period when the most 
senior Cultural Studies figures debated the usefulness of this turn, when Meaghan 
Morris and Tom O’Regan published articles challenging or accepting various aspects 
of this suggested political rethinking – has passed. But elements of this thinking – 
particularly, the turn to ‘citizenship’ as a privileged metaphor for thinking about social 
relations – continues internationally. In Australia, for example, the Research Centre 
for Intercommunal Studies at the University of Western Sydney has recently 
announced its focus on sovereignty as an essential topic for Cultural Studies in a 
globalised environment. Internationally, recent writings of such eminent Cultural 
Studies figures as Cindy Patton and Henry Giroux in the USA continue to put 
citizenship at the centre of thinking about cultural politics (Patton and Caserio, 2000: 
Giroux, 2000).. There remains, even after the Policy moment has passed, a broader 
movement in international Cultural Studies of which the former can be seen as a part - 
a move towards what I would call Cultural Citizenship Studies.  
It is in this context that I am trying to think of the possibilities of engagement with the 
governmental apparatus of the nation-state as a way forward for Cultural Studies. I 
have a lot of sympathy with many of the points raised by the proponents of Cultural 
Citizenship Studies. I find little useful in a politics inspired by Marxist thinking, and 
am worried by the refusal to engage with the structures by which people experience 
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their lives now - before the revolution. The similarly utopian politics of some identity 
politics – which sees everything in an imperfect culture to be simultaneously racist, 
sexist and heteronormative, with little possibility for positive change without some 
form of social revolution – also concern me. This is mostly because the writers who 
imagine such utopias consistently describe societies in which I would not like to live. 
The desire to engage with the world around us, to attempt to think of ways in which it 
might be possible to improve it, to ask questions about what might be meant by 
improvement – these projects interest me. 
But this turn to the language and concepts of liberal political philosophy – of 
sovereignty, nations, citizens and government – still worries me. In trying to explain 
precisely why this might be the case, I found myself trying to make Cultural 
Citizenship Studies work for me. I am genuinely concerned with queer culture, and 
with queer identities, and with the people who have to live within them. I am 
concerned about the way in which sexuality is managed in our culture, the value 
judgements which continue to be associated with it, and the effects this has on the 
bodies that are managed by rules of sexual conduct. I am fascinated and delighted by 
pornography, and think it is an important part of the community in which I live. So I 
try to take these concerns and make them work within policy.  
This would not matter if Cultural Citizenship Studies were simply one option among 
many. But what strikes me in so much of this writing is the moralistic tone which 
many its writers employ in their descriptions of Cultural Studies’ history, and the 
possibilities for its future. Stuart Cunningham does not simply suggest that this is one 
possibility for expanding the repertoire of Cultural Studies’ work. Rather, ‘A renewed 
concept of citizenship should become increasingly central to cultural studies as it 
moves into the 1990s’ (Cunningham, 1992: 10, my emphasis). Henry Giroux’s 
Impure Acts centralises citizenship in a slightly different way by encouraging Cultural 
Studies practitioners to engage with the State in critical ways – but engage with it 
nonetheless. His bad object, like Cunningham’s, is a textually-oriented Cultural 
Studies which ignores the 'reality' of state oppression, particularly the linkages 
between governments and big business. Giroux claims that: ‘Central to any practical 
politics of cultural studies is the need to …  keep alive a notion of citizenship as a 
crucial performative principle for activating democratic change …. '; so that Cultural 
Studies points its students towards the State, operating as 'a way of intervening in the 
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production of an active citizenry' (Giroux, 2000: 13-14, my emphasis). There is a 
moral weight to these arguments. This is not one possibility among many: it is only 
the responsible and moral approach to the study of culture. 
I am painfully aware that calls for good citizenship, calls for responsible citizenship, 
leave out those of us who have never been included within the remit of good citizens 
(queers, for example, who insist on having sex in parks - an important part of our 
culture, and one which hardly counts as good citizenship practice). But there is, in my 
reading of Cunningham at least, a possibility for me to engage with the push towards 
engaging with the State. As I read Framing Culture now, ten years after its first 
publication in Australia, it seems quite a different book to the one I first encountered 
so many years ago. True, it remains highly polemical and moralistic, laying claim to 
the only true way forward for Cultural Studies. And the language it uses to describe 
the history of Cultural Studies does indeed up a straightforward binary between texts 
on the one hand and reality on the other, as it calls for a move away from a critical 
form of textual analysis to an engagement with governmental structures.  
At the time this annoyed me. But reading the book now, I think that I recognise in the 
tone something quite different to that I read at first: Now I think I see that Framing 
Culture is profoundly cheeky. As Cunningham writes phrases like: 
Cultural analysts might valuably take a leaf out of their book ['mainstream economists'] 
and turn their hand to accounting more persuasively for the value of Australian audio-
visual culture (70) 
, I can imagine him grinning, delighted at the thought of what the traditional Marxists 
are going to think of that. Similarly, as he blithely draws on traditional aesthetics to 
inform us that the 'great cycle' of nationalistic, often masculine, usually white, always 
heterosexual mini-series of the 1980s in Australia had 'outstanding textual qualities', 
he must know that writers like myself, who focus more on subcultures than national 
cultures in our work, will be throwing up our hands in horror. But that, I now suspect, 
is precisely the point. The book aims to 'provoke debates that are well overdue' (3); 
and it is thus no surprise to find it being deliberately provocative. 
And yet, despite such provocation, the simple innocence of the book's tone refuses to 
acknowledge this. It lays claim merely to be representing reality, describing the only 
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sane, rational and moral way forward – but, I am now sure, with the author’s tongue 
firmly in his cheek: ‘Who, me? Stirring things up? Never’. 
It is this performative aspect of Framing Culture that leads me to respond in kind, 
with a ‘policy argument for Federal Government subsidies for the production of 
Australian gay pornographic videos’.  This is my thought exercise, to find out for  
myself whether Cultural Citizenship Studies can work for me. I honestly believe that 
having Australian-made gay pornographic videos could be a positive thing for 
Australian gay culture. Our imaginary, our fantasy lands, are too far away, kept 
always away from the place where we live: we know that sequins and wigs and public 
performance of queerness live in Australia – we see that on Channel Ten every year as 
the Mardi Gras is broadcast. But we don’t know if gay sex goes on here – and that is, 
after all, an important part of gay male communities, and identities, and lifestyles (see 
McKee, 1999).  
This paper is the result of an experiment - or rather two experiments. The first was a 
thought experiment - to find out whether it was possible to make the kinds of 
interventions in Cultural Politics which interest me within the terms of Cultural 
Citizenship Studies. The results are presented in the first part of this paper.  
And the argument that I have developed, to be presented to the Federal Government, 
works very well, I believe. Each step follows logically on from the next. The 
argument draws only on axioms that are already accepted; or on points that can easily 
be supported by research that is relatively accessible, straightforward and (I think) 
convincing. 
So why does it read like a joke? 
Why is it that this policy argument simply doesn’t work? By trying to think about 
how to make it work, I find myself working out the limits of what Cultural 
Citizenship Studies can do for me – the reason why I cannot accept the claims of 
Cultural Studies writers who tell me that this approach to the study of culture must be 
‘central’ to the work of Cultural Studies. For there are very precise limits on what 
Cultural Policy Studies can do: and these limits do not allow for much of queer 
politics to be enacted. 
i) Cultural Citizenship Studies allows the Government of the nation-state to set 
the terms in which questions of culture, politics and power will be discussed.  
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Cunningham is keen to argue that a move to Cultural Policy Studies does not require 
acceptance of the status quo. Theoretically this is no doubt true. But in a more 
practical sense - which perhaps better befits an engagement with this way of thinking 
anyway - where can I submit my argument? This argument that addresses the Federal 
Government in suitable language and with suitable arguments, for its intervention in 
gay pornographic video production in Australia - who is going to read it? There has 
been no Inquiry announced into anything even tangentially connected with this topic. 
Stuart Cunningham has more recently argued that an advantage of policy work is that 
it provides a source of inspiration from outside of Cultural Studies, pointing us 
towards new ideas and topics for discussion that break the moribund cycle of the same 
old ideas and questions being addressed within the academy (Cunningham, 2000). 
Fair enough: but as I have suggested above, in much of the writing about citizenship, 
state and policy there is a moralistic suggestion that this is the only correct way in 
which to engage with culture. If we accept that stance, then an argument like mine 
simply cannot be made because the Government is not interested in it.  
The second experiment was to send this proposal to Philip Ruddock, Australia's 
Minister for Immigration and Multicultural Affairs, and to Richard Alston, Minister 
for Communications, Information Technology and the Arts. Testing their responses to 
the proposal makes clear the possibilities and the limitations of Cultural Citizenship 
Studies. This experiment is not yet complete. I attached to each a covering letter 
asking the Minister to consider the proposal and get back to me. As yet another 
gesture towards the work of Policy, I was careful to title the argument as: 'A Proposal 
for Federal Government Market Intervention in a Section of the Australian Audio-
Visual Industry to Promote the Emergence of a New Sector of the Australian 
Economy'. At the time of writing, I have received only one response. Philip Ruddock 
has written to 'Mr Alan McKee' (not Dr McKee, I notice), to say 'Thank you for your 
letter, enclosing a copy of your proposal … I appreciate the time and effort you took 
in sending a copy to me and I will read it with interest'. Senator Alston has not yet 
acknowledged receipt. 
I suspect that these Governmental figures will refuse to accept my suggestions. I have, 
as I suggested above, attempted to make this argument as policy-friendly as possible. 
But the limits placed on what is thinkable about culture in twenty-first century 
Australia render it unlikely that this approach to intervening in culture – no matter 
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how reasonable or well thought-out it might be – will be allowable. If I am interested 
in questions of queer culture in Australia, I might be able to argue for access to 
community television broadcasting, or for money for an HIV/AIDS council to publish 
educational material. But what about sex, what about pleasure, what about porn, what 
about the things that might be just as important to the culture of these Australians? If I 
follow the moralistic tone of the citizenship writers and turn only to those aspects of 
culture which involve engagement with the state, I am going to find myself arguing 
for a kind of queer culture which I don’t particularly like, or want, or support. 
Of course, the whole joy of experiments is that results are never entirely predictable. 
It may be that Ruddock and Alston delight and surprise me by embracing the project 
with open arms. Disturbing as that would be, I do hope that it is the case. 
ii) Cultural Citizenship Studies seems to particularly focus on the nation-state at 
the extent of other governmental bodies 
This is a focus that does not seem to me to have logical sustenance in the axioms from 
which the writers favouring this work begin.  
Tony Bennett uses Michel Foucault’s concept of ‘governmentality’ in order to argue 
for a revised political perspective for Cultural Studies. He accepts 'those aspects of 
Foucault's work which point to the increasing governmentalisation of social relations' 
(Bennett, 1998: 61). Such an acceptance:  
requires that intellectuals lower the threshold of their political vistas in a manner that 
will enable them to connect with the debates and practices through which reformist 
adjustments to the administration of culture are actually brought about (61). 
Neither in Foucault's work, nor in Bennett's gloss of it, is there any requirement that it 
only the Government of the nation-state can be conceptualised as taking part in 
governmentality. Indeed, one of the advantages of Foucault's work is that we can use 
it to investigate how all kinds of institutions are involved in governing our sense of 
self and of the world around us. 
Yet Cunningham makes explicit that it is only the governmentality of the nation-state 
which he sees as the proper focus for Cultural Policy Studies, claiming, as noted 
above, that: ‘Without a national cultural infrastructure … the sources for enlivening 
community, local, regional or ethnic cultural activity would be impoverished' 
(Cunningham, 1992: 43). But no evidence is presented for this leap: it simply stated as 
 15 
obvious. In an interesting paragraph, Cunningham himself recognises that other forms 
of governing institution exist – but then dismisses these without argument or 
explanation as he returns to the nation-state:  
the intense localism embodied in Aboriginal culture … has lead observers such as 
Eric Michaels to describe Aboriginal society in Australia as, in reality, hundreds of 
separate nations [but] it has long been recognised by Aboriginal communities 
themselves that significant Aboriginal social and cultural advancement will come 
primarily from a strategically constructed unity that advances their cause at a national 
level (Cunningham, 1992: 47)  
The most suitable level for indigenous cultural politics in Australia is still a matter for 
ongoing debate – it is by no means commonly agreed that it is only at the level of the 
nation-state that ‘advancement’ can be pursued. Indeed, for many commentators, the 
localism noted by Michaels suggests that effective interventions in indigenous politics 
must be focussed at a local level. For Cunningham – as for Giroux – it is the nation-
state which is the most important level of governance with which Cultural Studies 
must engage. But there are other nations – Aboriginal nations, Lesbian Nations and 
Queer Nations – which could surely be just as justifiable as interlocutors for Cultural 
Citizenship Studies. The committees who organise Pride festivals, Mardi Gras and 
Midsummer, and who publish queer community newspapers - these are institutions of 
governance in the Foucauldian sense. The owners of sex-on-premises venues, the 
distributors of gay pornography all function in some way to 'govern' our choices, 
lifestyles and identities.  
But these apparatuses are ignored in Cultural Citizenship Studies. Given the 
decreasing voter turnout in those Western countries with voluntary voting, and the 
explanation proffered by some political analysts that the most marginalised groups in 
society are displaying less interest in traditional – nation-state – politics – one might 
even suggest that such a focus on the nation-state means that the interests we are 
discussing are those of traditionally dominant groups – white, heterosexual, middle-
class men return to the centre of the cultural stage. The ‘gay’ of my argument cannot 
fit in this kind of Cultural Citizenship Studies. 
iii) Focus on the government of the nation-state leads to focus on a certain kind of 
culture – quality and prestige culture. 
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In the first round of Cultural Policy Studies debates in Australia, John Docker wrote 
that he did not particularly want to see Australian content provisions on local 
television. His argument was that the kinds of content that would be legislated for 
were those programs preferred by the middle-classes – ‘quality’ programming. 
Docker’s position has been attacked from a variety of positions (see, for example, 
Cunningham, 1992: 63) – but it is hard to deny that he has a point. The kinds of 
Cultural Policy work that has flourished in Australia has been that which addresses 
‘quality’ – middle-class – culture: work on museums and on art galleries, support for 
mini-series and other kinds of 'quality' cultural production. It is not surprising to read 
in the Australian the Chair of the Australia Council defending Australian content in 
terms of the ‘artists’ that it supports, the works of ‘art’ that must be produced, the 
function of ‘art’ in defining national culture (Seares, 2001). The Our Cultural 
Heritage Report of the Symposium of the Australian Academy of the Humanities 
(Bigelow ed, 1998) talks proudly about the importance to 'our' - national - culture of 
‘our' - national - cultural heritage’. The collection includes discussion of painting, 
literature, even film – but makes no mention of television, never mind pornography. 
These are not elements of the 'national' culture.  
These are not idiosyncratic accounts of culture. The kinds of culture in which nation-
state liberal governments have demonstrated themselves to be interested are strongly 
oriented towards high-culture (see evidence for this in the account of post-war cultural 
policy in Gibson, 2001). Again, this places limits on what it is possible to ask, to think 
and to say within Cultural Citizenship Studies. Not only is the ‘gay’ of my argument 
largely inadmissible in these terms, but the ‘pornography’ is too (see McKee, 1999). I 
am left with little that I can say relevant to my interests – interests which I do not feel 
are impractical or apolitical or unimportant – within the Cultural Citizenship Studies 
framework. 
 
Conclusion 
And then, on the 30 July 2001, The Honourable Peter McGauran, Minister for the 
Arts and the Centenary of Federation, was kind enough to respond to my proposal. 
Sadly, he pointed out, for simply practical reasons such a project would not be 
possible: 
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The Commonwealth's funding for the development, financing and production of film is 
provided through the Commonwealth film program, which is aimed at encouraging 
Australians to tell Australian stories in film and television [a good start - but then …] 
video production is generally not supported. 
Perhaps, then, we should be aiming for the production of gay porn films for release in 
a revived chain of specialist gay porn cinemas? Like the good old days? Sadly not. 
If you were to produce films for theatrical or television release, which represented 
issues important to the homosexual community in Australia, then it would be 
appropriate for you to approach these agencies. However, the nature of their funding 
guidelines mean that it is highly unlikely that any film of a purely pornographic nature 
would be funded. The agencies would also need to take into account the 
appropriateness of spending public funds on the production of pornographic material, 
whether it was homosexual or heterosexual 
It is not homosexuality that is the problem - it is rather that whole area of cultural 
production called 'pornography' which is outside the remit of the state - and therefore 
outside of cultural policy studies. The experiment is a success - the hypothesis is 
proved. This is, as I suspected it would be, impossible within that framework of 
thinking about the relationships between academics and culture. 
So why bother even doing this?  
The experiment was a useful one for myself: to write outside the genres in which one 
is familiar is always an interesting exercise. To prove to myself that an argument for 
Federal subsidies for gay porn production can be mounted, and can be done so in an 
entirely reasonable manner, was a useful discovery. As Cunningham argues, to try to 
think about what might reasonably be done in a culture is a useful thought exercise - 
and now that I have discovered the idea of a gay porn biography of Don Dunstan, I 
am excited by the idea, and trying to think of governmental bodies which might 
support such a project. 
And, of course, I also wanted to intervene in the ongoing debates in Cultural 
Citizenship Studies, simply to stake out a small area against the encroaching high 
moral ground taken by those practitioners who tell me that the topics in which I am 
interested are less important, less justifiable, less morally-sound because they do not 
fit into a paradigm of engagement with citizenship and nation-state governance.  
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There are indeed advantages to moving away from revolutionary to reformist thinking 
– from what Mark Gibson has called (in another context) concern with ‘the 
Millenium’ to ‘Monday morning’. But to make moralistic claims that this is the only 
correct way in which Cultural Studies work should proceed is not only inaccurate, it 
also somewhat rude. For those of us whose citizenship of the nation-state is less 
important than other relationships with other institutions and other forms of 
governance, whose important cultural artefacts are not quality, but filth, not aesthetic 
but full of bodily pleasure, there must be other ways of thinking about culture – other 
forms of Cultural Studies which might be just as central as those practised by the 
Cultural Citizenship thinkers. 
'Thank you for bringing your views to my attention', says Peter McGauran. Oh no, I 
say  - Thank you Minister: for making my point for me - and so explicitly. 
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